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Ms. Mary Schapiro
Chairman
Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street NE
Washington, DC 20549

Dear Ms. Schapiro:

Several weeks ago, the Attorney General of New York State made a number of troubling
assertions about Bank of America ("BOA") in a brief he f,rled on March 11,2009. Namely, that
BOA omitted from disclosures to its shareholders certain materials in its possession detailing
very large discretionary bonuses that would be offered by Menill Lynch prior to closing of the
merger deal between Merrill and Bank of America. I As a result, BOA shareholders did not
know, when they voted on the merger agreement, that BOA had agreed to allow Merrill to award
up to $5.8 billion in performance bonuses under its "Variable Incentive Compensation Program,"
because BOA did not disclose to its shareholders an attachment to the merger agreement
containing those details2 (referred to herein as the "Bonus Attachment").

When my staff asked BOA about those assertions and its decision not to disclose the
Bonus Attachment to BOA shareholders prior to their vote on the merger, BOA replied, in part,
"Bank of America disclosed everything it was required to disclose prior to the December 5, 2008
shareholder vote on the merger. Bank of America did not disclose and was not required to

l Attorney General's Memorandum in Opposition to Motion to Intervene and Petition to

Quash or Modify Subpoena ("AG Opp. Mem !') at 6, Cuomo v. Thain, No. 400381/09, (NI.Y.
Sup. Ct. Mar. 11,2009).

2 Disclosure Schedules to Agreement and Plan of Merger by and between Merrill Lynch
&. Co.,Inc. and Bank of America Corporations (Sep. 14, 2008) at 14.
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disclose to its shareholders prior to December 5, the details it then possessed about the potential
size of the Menill bonuses or the expected timing of their payment to Merrill's employees."3

BOA's response raises significant questions about the SEC's interpretation of the
fiduciary duty to disclose all "material" information to shareholders when requesting shareholder
action, and what constitutes "material" information for proxy rules designed to protect investors
under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

Background

As you may know, the Menill bonuses were substantial, and the condition of Merrill at the
time it offered the bonuses was close to terminal. Menill bonuses werc 22 times larger than those
paid by AIG.4 The bonuses Merrill was allowed to award represented more than 10% of the
merger deal at signing; its proportion increased relative to the value of the deal at closing. They
were also very large relative to the monies allocated to Merrill through the Troubled Assets
Relief Program (TARP). The Menill bonuses were the equivalent of 36.20/o of TARP monies
Treasury allocated to Menill and awarded to BOA after their merger.

The Menill bonuses were awarded in a manner that departed signif,rcantly from Menill
company policy. The Menill bonuses were determined by Merrill's Compensation Committee at
its meeting of December 8, 2008, shortly after BOA sharehol4ers approved the merger but before
financial results for the Fourth Quarter had been determined.) According to company policy,
Variable Incentive Compensation Program bonuses were supposed to reflect all four quarters of
performance and were tô be paid in January or later.6 In this case, however, the bonuses were
awarded in December before Fourth Quarter performance had been determined.

BOA had knowledge of and influence over Merrill's intent to pay out bonuses even before
BOA took control of Menill. According to the merger agreement of September 15, 2008,
Merrill's bonus awards were to be made "in consultation with [Bank of America]."7 BOA also
decided not to disclose details of the Menill bonus intention, including its size and its unusual

3-- trmatl correspondence from John Collingwood, Bank of America, to Majority Staff
(Mar.29,2009).

a Menill awarded $3.62 billion in bonuses. The Menill bonuses were many times the
size of the AIG bonuses that caused so much public furor ($3,620 million versus $165 million).

s AG Opp. Mem. at 6.

6 
See Merrill Lynch & Co.,Inc.2007 Deferred Compensation Plan For A Select Group of

Eligible Employees, Form 10-K (2006) at 4. The Menill bonuses were awarded pursuant to its
Variable Incentive Compensation Program. Menill defined the program thus: ""Variable
Incentive Compensation" means the variable incentive compensation or office manager incentive
compensation that is paid in cash to certain employees of the Company generally in January or
February of the Plan Year with respect to the prior Fiscal Year."

7 AG Opp. Mem. at 6: "When it leamed that Merrill's CEO John Thain was persistently
seeking an eight-f,rgure bonus, Bank of America informed Thain that its Board of Directors
would strongly disapprove of that bonus. Following that threat, Thain withdrew his request for a



sequencing (to precede 4Q results). As BOA has informed this committee, they were not
required to do so.

However, BOA was sufficiently concerned after the fact about the size of the Fourth Quarter
losses at Merrill (of which the bonuses represented the equivalent of over 20%) thatBOA CEO
Ken Lewis met on two occasions with then-Secretary Henry M. Paulson and Chairman Ben
Bernanke to explore withdrawing from the deal to acquire Menill.s

[ssue before the SEC

Before the fiscal year was closed, and before the disastrous earnings results of the Fourth
Quarter had been tallied, Menill awarded $3.62 billion in bonuses, mostly as cash, to top
management at Merrill. To be eligible for the bonuses, Menill employees had to have a salary of
at least $300,000 and attained the title of Vice President or higher.e In the context of a company
that was simultaneously recording losses large enough to threaten the existence of the business
itself, it is difficult to see what consideration Menill received in exchange for the bonuses. The
bonuses do not correlate with performance, nor were they retention bonuses. Clearly, those
bonuses were little more than a farewell gift from senior management to themselves.

The SEC is tasked with enforcing the federal securities laws, which generally prohibit
fraudulent statements and omissions in communications to shareholders. The BOA proxy was
subject to the general antifraud and proxy rules under the'34 Act. Those rules prohibit,
respectively, the omission of "a material fact necessary in order to make the statements made, in
light of the circumstances under which they were made, not misleadirg,"to and the making of
"any solicitation... by means of a proxy statement...which at the time and in the light of the
circumstances under which it is made...omits to state any material fact."ll The Supreme Court
has held in the context of a proxy solicitation that: "An omitted fact is material if there is a
substantial likelihood that a reasonable shareholder would consider it important in deciding how
to vote."l2

There is no question that any reasonable BOA shareholder would have considered the Merrill
bonuses to be material to their decision on whether to approve the merger. The federal securities
laws were designed to protect shareholders against precisely such omissions of material
information. It is the SEC's responsibility to investigate and prosecute such abuses. Therefore, I
request that the SEC provide the Subcommittee with greater insight into its enforcement of the

bonus. In contrast, no similar threats were made when Bank of America learned about Merrill's
intention to accelerate its bonus payments for other top executives."

t Datt Fitzpatrick, Susanne Craig and Deborah Solomon, In Meruill Deal, U.S. Played
Hardball, Wnll SrReer JoURNRL, (Feb. 5, 2009).

e SeeMenill Lynch supranote 7 at 5.

to See 17 CFR Sec. 240.10b-5(b).
tt S"u 17 CFR Sec.240.l4a-9.
t' See TSC Industries, Inc. v. Northway, lnc.,426 U.S. 438, 44g (1g76).



materiality standard as it applies to company disclosures to shareholders. Please provide answers
to the following questions:

1) Does the SEC believe that Bank of America's omission of the Bonus Attachment
constitutes a material omission? If not, please explain why not.

2) If so, what steps will the SEC consider to redress the material omission? For instance,
BOA is holding a shareholder meeting later in April at which directors will be elected.
Under what circumstances would the SEC order BOA to provide the Bonus Attachment
to all shareholders in advance of that meeting?

I request that you provide your reply as soon as possible, but in no case later than 5:00 p.m.
on Friday, April 10,2009.

The Oversight and Government Reform Committee is the principal oversight committee in
the House of Representatives and has broad oversight jurisdiction as set forth in House Rule X.

If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact Jaron Bourke, Staff Director,
at (202) 225-6427.

Sincerely,

òh^-- à
Dennis J. Kucinich

Enclosure

cc: JimJordan
Ranking Minority Member

Chairman
Domestic Policy Subcommittee



EXECUTTON VERSION

DISCLOSURE SCHEDLTLES'

to

AGREE}IENT,\ì\'D PLAN OF IVÍERGER

by a¡d between

IïßRRILL LYNCH & CO., lNC.

and

BANK OF .\lvfERICA CORPORÁTION

Dated September 15, 2008

r This Compony prqr¡cd and dclirercd pursuent lo tfic ,\gt.:mcnt ond Plør of \lcrgcr, d¡t¿d ¡s of. 
_

Sepr.rnbcr ì5. i 'bciwccn ltqdll Lyrch & Co., lno., r Dcl¡$'arc $.üpúalion (tho "Cummn!"), anrl Bank uf

.\meric¡ Corpor "Þ¡flf).

Thir Compân1 Disloswc Schodulc ¡nd hc infürn¡tion tnd !rù ¡nlcndcd

t*f"t-f"iurir -d $rranlies r¡[ th¿ Compury r¡rntsincú ln uny item in t cdulc (i)

.hilnot bc dc,.'mÈd an admission thal such rlun repcscnls e å¡ fact' Lacnl ilcm hus

hrd u¡ would h¡rc a \t¿tcrial .-\dvÈs€ Ef[ecl ¡nd (ai) shsll nol ccftstin o be. an adm such

i,.ri1 ff,* Cornp¡y. Nor in such crsus r*h"rc r icprc*.ntaticn ,l rra¡r¡nt! is que lilìert b1 a ruf,rcncc to matcrialiry cr \!¡tcn¡l .\dr.rg:
EtLxf'¡h¡ll the disclásurc,:f ¡ny manLr in rtis Ccmprrnv Discloiu¡c Srhedulc inrpb thlt any ,llfix un.li\cltìt¡l lnnnL-r lhal hai 0 glJrler

r ulu¿ cr corrld uthsn¡ise bc dç¡mcd rn<,rc siSn¡tic¡nr ( r ì is , r is fùasrtnsbl¡ liLclr to b,: lnatcrial cr /ri) hrrs ll¡l x is rcosorubl¡ irkuly tu

r¡sullina),faturlal ,\drcrs¿ElT.¡ct. ).lansrs-r:llccl,:dnthisCcmpan¡Drsclcstucscheduie¿rcnr-'tn,jE¡5s;uil¡li:nrlcdtomr:lrtsr:quircrl
br rhc ,\grcem.nt O bc rcflr¡cf;d in this Compan¡ Dsclosurc Schùduic- Such ¡rlrlitit:n lor inlomatlm purpc*;s and

,ltn,tnìcssarillrnclude,:th,¡m¡nLrsofa;imiÂrn,¡Ùr,j. Thchcnd¡ngsc'ñlnincdin ur¿schcrlulea¡:f':r

,."ror,rn.a ol'r:llrcncc unllrrt:holl net bc rl;emcd l') nujill ,jr inllucnc,i the lnlef uhcn eentaincrl i¡i this

LúììFrn! Dsclcsurc Schcdule or the -\grecmcnl

i-.¡nrsJelinud¡n'h:.\'.rcemunf.urrlnr-l ,:¡hgnrise.J:finuJinrhr.CÌ.mpírntD:clrr.-ue Sch,-'d:¡j''rjr'üJàcr!:n':srlcli::J¡¡thc
'._-lr:.rn*nl. rh:: :nllrn:¿11,,:: is ,.ll:clcsd in ecntiJ¿nce lLr'i:r aurpcr,c: cr:n'cmpiu::d :iì ihç .\rt¿eîr'nl rnij r- r¡ìl.jtcl l{j'i{

rj;Jlrils l,r lha tí¡.l.¡ctions conl6nPi¿lctl b¡ he ,\grecrn:rt

FOIL Confidential Treatment Requested By Bank Of

America CorPoration

9AC- :vt L-NY4G000C0280



Subsidia¡ies previously identified by the Company to Parent in writing, in accordance wrth
the transition election program previously described to Parent in uriting and otherwise in
accordance with Section .1094 of the Code provided that such transition election program (i)
does not increase the Company's costs, in other than an immaterial respect and (ii) is not
applicable to any director or executive otÏicer of the Company or any other member of the
Compan,v's Executive lvfanagement Team.

5.2(bXiii), 5.2(c)(i) and 5.2 (cXii) - Variable Incentive Compensalion Program ("W!) in
respecl of 2008 (including without limitation any guaranteed VICP awards for 2008 or any
other pro rata or other 2008 VICP arvards payable, paid or provided to terminating or former
employees) may be arvarded at levels that (i) do not exceed $5.8 billion in aggregate value
(inclusive of cash bonuses and the grant date value of long-term incentive aw'ards) Iess any
2008 incentive compensation value (other than any value in respect of any replacement cash

or long-term incentive ar.r'ards) in respect of the New Hire Cash Compensation Pool, and (ii)
do not result in 2008 VlcP-related expense exceeding 54.5 billion, less any 2008 incentive
compensation expense (other than any expense in respect of any replacement cash or long-
term incentive awards) in respect of the New Hire C¿sh Compensation Pool. Sixty percent of
the overall 2008 VICP shall be a'*'arded as a current cash bonus and forty percent of the
overall 2008 VICP shall be awa¡ded as a long-term incentive award either in the form of
equity or long-term cash awards, The form (i.e., equity v. long-term cash) and terms and
conditions of the long-term incentive awards shall be determined by the Company in
consultation with Parent, providedthat in no event shall such long-term incentive awards
contain acceleration or vesting rights (whether single or double trigger and including the
rights provided in the applicable Company equity incentive plan) in connection with the
Nferger (except for any such righs applicable to equity awards granted in satisfaction of a
2008 VICP guarantee to the extent specifically required by the lerms of an olïer letter entered
into prior to September 14, 2008) or any "good reason" termination feature (including
vesting in connection with a "good reason" termination, except any good reason termination
feature applicable to equity awards granted in satisfaction of a 2008 VICP guarantee to the
extent specifically required by the terms of an offer letter entered into prior to September 14,

2008). The allocation of the 2008 VICP Íunong eligible employees shall be determined by
the Company in consultation with Parent.

5.2(cXii), 5.2(cXiii) and 5.2 (cXv) - The Company has extended offer letters which have not
yet been accepted to the following individuals: REDACTED

5.2 (c)(ii), 5 2(cXiiil and 5 2(c)(v) - The Company and its Subsidraries ma,v-: 1i) hire
emplo-vees whose ¡ndiridual annual cash compensation does not exceed $3 million, subject
to an ¿nnualized r:ash compensation limit for all such hircd cmployees uf up to Sl00 mrllion
in the aggregate (the "Xew ¡tire Cas¡ Comoe '): and iiil hire an unrcstrictcd
number of financial advisors in the ordrnary' course of business consistent rvith past practice
and on terms that are consistent u rth past practice

REDACTED

FOIL ConfidentialTreatment Requested By Bank Of
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